result in an injury; and (4) a reasonable likelihood that the injury in
question will be of a reasonably serious nature.  As a practical matter,
the last two elements will often be combined in a single showing.

Here, only two of the four elements necessary to establish a signifi-
cant and substantial violation are at issue.  Mathies does not contest the
judge's finding of a violation or, assuming the existence of a hazard posing
a reasonable likelihood of injury, that the injury would be reasonably
serious.  Mathies argues only that the evidence does not support a finding
either that one defective gander could contribute to a hazard or that any
such hazard would involve a reasonable likelihood of injury.

The judge found that the violative condition, the defective sander,
contributed to a hazard of a sliding derailment or collision with some object
on the tracks.  4 FMSHRC at 1115.  The record amply supports this finding.
Section 75.1403-6(b) (3) (n. 1 supra), which requires sanders on mantrips,
reflects a broad determination by the Secretary of Labor that a mantrip's
brakes by themselves do not always provide sufficient traction to prevent
derailment or collision and that sanders are necessary to provide added
stopping power.  MSHA's modification of the 1972 notice of safeguard to
Mathies (n. 2 supra) reflects a specific determination that conditions at
the Mathies mine required that mantrips be equipped with properly maintained
sanding devices "sufficient to sand all wheels in both directions of travel."
4 FMSHRC at 1112.  These determinations support the conclusion that because
brakes alone may not suffice to stop the mantrip at Mathies1 mine, sanders
are necessary to supplement the brakes and that a defective sander can
contribute to a derailment or collision hazard.

Moreover, the record also establishes the existence of a hazard on the day
of the citation.  The damp conditions in the mine, the wet track, and.the fact
that the mantrip's route traversed curves and grades, created travel risks on
September 22, 1981, that could have required the extra traction that sanders are
intended to provide.  The foregoing considerations establish the existence of a
hazard.  We need not pass on the validity of the additional consideration, reliet
on by the judge, of the "intrinsic danger" of haulage travel.

The remaining issue is whether the judge properly concluded that there
was a reasonable likelihood that the hazard contributed to could result in
injury.  As we have noted in our discussion of the hazard, the mantrip's
route encompassed curves and grades.  In addition to the chronically wet
conditions at the mine, conditions were exceptionally wet on the day the
citation was issued.  If the dampness, curves, or grades had necessitated
use of the defective sander, the absence of sanding capacity could have been
a major cause of a derailment or a collision.  We must be mindful of the fact
that the mantrip carried miners, and we agree with the judge that it is
reasonably likely that such a loss of control would have exposed the 8-10
miners riding in the mantrip to the reasonably serious injury that any
derailment or collision could entail.  Thus, we concur with the judge
that the hazard contributed to by the violation created a reasonable
likelihood of injury, and that the violation was therefore a major cause
of a danger to safety.

4at question.
